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ABSTRACT 

This conceptual model for explaining the factors and 
processes that underlie family adaptation in the Army relies heavily 
upon two t^-aditions: the "Double 2VBCX" model of family stress and 
adaptation and the "Person-Environment Fit" model. The new model has 
three major parts: the environmental system, the personal system, and 
family adaptation. This model provides a framework for the 
identification, definition, and measurement of conceptual domains for 
addressing the role of family factors in retention, readiness, and 
sense of community. The model identifies factors which buffer and 
moderate role demands and their consequences at the personal, family, 
community, and Army levels of analysis. It theoreti" lly grounds the 
research on role demands and their link to family adaptation, 
discusses and nominally defines conceptual domains and subdiraensions 
in the model, and specifies a number of propositions which are 
derived from the model for empirical grounding, specification, and 
testing. Such conceptual clarification and modeling are precursor 
steps to the empirical specification of testable models, rich with 
operational measures and testable research hypotheses which are 
responsive to project objectives. This proposed model provides 
important structure for directing the next phase of project 
activities, especially the design of the survey instruments for the 
field investigation. (Author/ABL) 
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The conceptual model for explaining the factors and processes that under- 
lie family adaptation in the Army relied heavily upon two traditions: the 
"Double ABCX" model of family stress and adaptation used by McCubbin and his 
associates . and the "Person-Environment Fit " or the "P-E Model" used by French 
and his associates. The new model has three major parts: the environmental 
system, the personal system, and family adaptation. 

Additional products from the model building process include a set of 
heuristic propositions that will be refined and tested later in the project 
and conceptualization of how the family life cycle and the career life cycle 
affect each other over time. 

The family adaptation model provides a framework for the identification, 
definition, and measurement of conceptual domains for addressing the role of 
family factors in retention, readiness, and sense of community. It has made 
an impact on the development of data collection instruments for the Army Family 
Research Project. The conceptual framework presented in the model will be used 
in developing hypotheses for the data analysis effort. The Army sponsor for 
this research, the U.S. Army Community and Family Support Center (CFSC), 
reviewed and approved an earlier draft of this report. Their conments indicate 
that they agree that the model will be useful in guiding R&D for Army programs 
and policies. 



UNCLASSIFIED 




SKCUHlTf CtASSlFICATION OF THIS fAGtCWhtn D»tm Rnl»f4) 
11 



5 



Technical Report 880 



The Family Adaptation Model: 
A Life Course Perspective 

Gary L. Bowen 

School of Social Work 
The University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill 



Personnel Utilization Technical Area 
Paul A. Gade, Chief 

Manpower and Personnel Research Laboratory 
Zita M. Simutis, Acting Director 

U.S. Army Research Institute for the Behavioral and Social Sciences 
5001 Eisenhower Avenue, Alexandria, Virginia 22333-5600 

Office. Deputy Chief of Staff for Personnel 
Department of the Army 

February 1990 



Army Project Number 
2Q253731A792 



Manpower and Personnel 



Approved for pyWic release; distribution is unlimited. 
Hi 



« 



FORETORD 



Hic Army Family Pesearch Progrzoti (PiFBP) is a S-year integrated research 
program started in Novensber 1586 in response to research mandated by the CSA 
White Paper, 1983; The Army Family and subsequently by Ihe Anw Family Action 
Plans (1984-1989) . Ihe research supports The Army Family Action Plans through 
research products that will (1) ctetemine the demographic characteristics of 
Army families, (2) identify positive motivators and negative detractors to 
soldiers reamaining in the Army, (3) develop pilot programs to iitprove family 
adaptation to Ariny life, and (4) increase operational readiness. 

ihe research is being ccaiducted by the U.S. Army Research Institute for 
the Behavioral and Social Sciences (ART) with assistance fixm Research Tri- 
angle Institute, Caliber Associates, HuiriRRO, and the university of North 
Carolina. It is funded by Army research and develcjpinent funds set aside for 
this purpose under Management Decision Kidkage (1U6S) . 

The family adaptation model presented in this resort provides a framework 
for the identification, definition, and eventual C3peratics\ and measurement of 
conceptual dcroains for ac3dressii>g the role of family factors in retenticai, 
readiness, and sense of ooitvnunity. The model has made an inpact on the 
development of data collectioi instruments for the Array Family Research Proj- 
ect. The oono^jtual framework presented in the model will be used in develop- 
ing hypotheses for the data analysis effort. Ihe Array sponsor for this 
research, the U.S. Army Ocwtnunity and Family Su^jport Center (CFSC) , revieMed 
and approved an earlier draft of this resort. Their ocsanents indicate that 
they agree as to the utility of the model in guiding R&D that will iiipact on 
Army pro g r a ms and policies. 
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Technical Director 
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THE FAMILY ADAPISVTION MOCEL: A UFE CXXJPSE PERSI^JCTIVE 



EXECUnVE SUMMARY 



Requireinent: 

To support IhQ Arntv: Family Action Plans (1984-1989) by developing a 
conceptual model of factors that influence the ^Japtation of service members 
and their families to the multiplicity of role demands they face fron occupy- 
ing social positions within three life datains: work, family, aDd ocititunity. 



Procedure: 

The develc^inent of the family adaptation model is the result of a nunter 
of interrelated activities that included literature reviews, secondary analy- 
sis of available datasets, expert/user consultaticsis, and field visits to 
conduct individual and focus-group interviews with soldiers, family mearbers, 
and Army leaders and service providers. Hie model will continue to be refined 
and specified through subsequent research activities. 



Findings: 

The conceptual model for explainiijg the factors and processes that 
underlie family adaptation in the Army relied heavily \jpon two traditions: 
the "Double ABC3C" model of family stress and adaptation used by MoCUbbin and 
his associates and the "I^rson-Environment Fit" or the "P-E Model" used by 
French and his associates. Hie new moctel has three major parts: the environ- 
mental system, the personal system, and family adaptation. 

Additional products from the model building process included a set of 
heuristic propositions frcan the model that will be refined and te s ted later in 
the project and further oonoqptualization of how the family life cycle and the 
career life cycle affect each other over time. 



Utilization of Findings: 

Hie family adaptation model provides a framework for the identification, 
definition, and eventual cperationsdization and measurement of conc^tuca 
dotnains for addressing the role of family factors in retention, readiness, and 
sense of ooOTnunity. It has iimacted on the develqpn^it of data collection 
instruments for the Army Family Pesesuxh Project. T!ie conoeptital framework 
presented in the model will be used in developing hypotheses for the data 
analysis effort. The Army sponsor for this reseaniii, the U.S. Army Ooiranunity 
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and Family Si^port Center (CPSC) , reviewod and approved an earlier draft of 
this xejxart. Their ocranents iwiicate that they agree as to the utility of the 
m M«>1 ijn guidi«3 R&D that will inpact on Anry prograros and policies. 
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THE FAMILY ADAPTATIW ^SODEL: A LIFE C30UFSE PERSPECTIVE 

Intxoduction 

The TVrmy Family Research Program, Family Factors in Retention, Readiness 
and Sense of Community, is a five-year program of integrated research 
activities designed to address major research issues in The Army Family Action 
Plan I (Office of the Deputy Chief for Personnel, U.S. P^my, 1984) . 
Conducted under the auspices of the U.S. Array Researdi Institute for the 
Behavioral and Social Sciences (ARI) , and sponsored by the U.S. Army community 
and Family Support Center (CFSC) , a major aim of the resecirch is to assist 
Army policy and program leaders in designing and inproving polici^, programs, 
and practices that contribute to retention and readiness by facilitating the 
level of adaptation that service members and their families make to the 
military lifestyle. 

For purposes of conducting develcpi^tal ^search activities, the research 
program was divided into four overlapping conceptual areas: (a) Family 
Adaptation, (b) Family Factors and Retention, (c) Family Factors and 
Readiness, and (d) Spouse Elrployment. A major charge in each of these areas 
is the development of a conceptual model to address key research questions, 
including the identification, definition, and eventual measuronent of 
conceptual domains for purposes of guiding secondary analysis of existing data 
sets, directing exploratory field investigations, and conducting a core 
research effort vAiich will involve a multimethcd field investigation of a 
probability saiiple of 40 installations, 480 lanits, 4,000 single soldiers, and 
16,000 meunried soldiers and their spouses. Such conceptual clarification and 
modeling are critical first-order tasks both in theory development avx' in the 
design of intervention strategies (Sheiian, 1985) . Ihis process invc) ves 
several interrelated activities: (a) identifying conceptual domains rel&mnt 
to the area of inquiry, (b) proposing linkages between these conceptual 
domains based on theoretical review and consideration, (c) specifying 
underlying conceptual subdimensions of eadi concept, (d) providing nominal 
definitions of these conceptual subdimensions to guide their 
operational izat ion and measurement, and (e) developing propositions for 
purposes of generating empirically testable models and hypotheses, in terms 
of the present research effort, a major intent is to facilitate ctsnmunicaticn 
among research teams in project planning and coordination, especially in the 
development of operational measures for the c»re survey effort whidi have a 
consistent rationale and an underlying theoretical justification. 

This report addresses the requirement for a conceptual model within the 
area of family adaptation. Its aim is to identify factors that are related to 
one of the major links between the Army and its families: the ability of 
families to adapt to the combination of organizational and family-related role 
demands. Based largely on the ccrobined influence of the Double ABC-X Ifedel of 
Mccubbin and associates (McQibbin & McCubbin, 1987; McCubbin & Patterson, 
1983) and the Person-Environment Fit Theory of French and associates (French, 
Caplan, & Harrison, 1982) , the prx^xjsed model focuses on the influence of role 
deiTonds frcsn work and family life on the level of family adaptation as 
moderated by the influence of Army policies, programs and practices at higher 
headquarters, installation, and unit level; the availability and strength of 
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adaprlve resources in the enviromnent; oiid the personal resources, values and 
expectations of the i.nd.ividual . In addition to its heuristic inplications for 
the prese^it program of reseaxrh, use of this itvodel should help Axiny policy- 
makers and program planners to: (a) conceptualize better their efforts in 
suE^rt of service inambers and their families, (b) develop an agenda of basic 
ai-id applied research on the nature and inpact of work and family demands, (c) 
evaluate systematically tlie impact of current policies, practices, and 
programs on behalf of service members and their families on Army-related and 
family-related outcafves, and (d) specify the policy and program initiatives 
that will help maximize the ability of both the Army organization as well as 
Its service menbers and their families to meet successfully tlieir respective 
demands. 

After briefly reviewing both the context and the historical roots of the 
theoretical model, the broad conceptual domains within the model are 
specified, including a discussion of their interrelationships and an 
identification of the cxsnponent subdimensions within each conceptual domain. 
These ccmponent sub-dimensions in the model are next discussed and nominally 
defined, followed by the delineation of propositions derived from the model. 
Ihe importance of adopting a life course perspective to understanding 
variations in work and family demands and their consequences for the family- 
system is subsequently presented, including a discussion of the family life 
cycle, the work career life cycle, and the intersection of the family and work 
career cycle as exogenous constructs in the prqposed model. IVie overall aim 
is to present a systematic, theoretical framework with nominally defined 
constructs for quantifying the relationship between role demands and family 
adaptation. This will be a vehicle for developing operational measures and 
will serve as a heuristic guide for deriving and testing enpirically testable 
models and hypotheses. 

The development and dascription of the proposed conceptual model reflects a 
synthesis of a number of interrelated activities which have been conducted by 
the Family Adaptation Research Team over the last 18 months of the project. 
These activities included literature reviews (Bowen, 1987b, 1987c, 1987d; 
DeJong, 1987a, 1987b; Neenan, 1988; Stawarski, 1987; Styles, 1987a; 1987b), 
secondary analysis of available datasets (Bov-zen, 1988a, 19a9a; Bowen & 
Neenan, 1988) , expert/user consultations, as well as field visits to conduct 
individual and focus-group interviews with soldiers, family members, and Army 
leaders and service providers (Styles, Janofsky, Blan3cinship, & Bishop, 1988) . 
Work is presently continuing on the conceptual model to ground enpirically its 
theoretical propositions and to translate its proposed concepts and linkages 
into an enpirical nvxiel for testing, including the specification of research 
hypotheses, operational measures of its conceptual subdimensions, and a data 
analytic strategy. As presently specified, it is k^st to consider the model 
as reflecting "progress to date." T!ie model will continue to be refined and 
specified through subsequent i-esearch activities. 

The Context 

The military community provides a unique opportunity to investigate the 
interface between work and family role demands, and the influence of this 
interface on the level of adaptation that service members and their families 
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make to the military lifestyle. T^hat are these demands? At the 
onjanizational level, these demands include long work hours, high stress 
assignments, required relocations, frequent family separations and reun.\'-->s, 
remote tours of duty, long-term separations from extended family and f r 5, 
residence in foreign countries, and oftentimes, the subservience of fam. , 
needs to mission responsibilities (Bowen, 1987a? Hunter, 1982) . On the other 
hand, families at a minimum require an environment that provides than a sense 
of definition as a unit (Melson, 1983, p. 153). Beyond this boundary 
specification and identification process, each family will differ in the 
nature and intensity of role obligations within the family and ccsnmunity 
(e.g. , child care demands and community involvements) as well as the demands 
of family members for intiinacy, time together, communication, fle>cibility, and 
solidarity (Mslson, 1983). 

Service in the Armed Forces involves more than just an occupational choice; 
it is the selection of a lifestyle which permeates almost every aspect of a 
person's life. Few civilian occupations require the high level of commitinent 
and dedication from their enployees that the military services require. Even 
fewer ask their enployees, much less members of the employee's family, to make 
the range of personal and family sacrifices to accommodate the work mission. 
However, military families are distinguished frcm their civilian counterparts 
not necessarily by the nature of the demands they face by life in »'an 
occupationally centered, regimsntod, and hierarchical organization," but 
rather by the number and pattern of these challenges (Ridanour, 1984; 
Rodriguez, 1984, p. 51) . It is unlikely that there is ai^ other grwip that 
confrrints so many demands simultaneously (Ridenour, 1984) . In a recent 
analysis, Segal (1986, 1988) used the Cosers' notion of the "greedy" 
institution (Coser & Coser, 1974) to describe the great demands that the 
military organization places on the commitment, time, and energy of its 
service members and their families. 

In many ways, the military functions as an "extended family" for service 
members and their families, giving the military considerable influence over 
their lives (Ridenour, 1984, p. 4) . Informally, the entire family belongs to 
the military and the status and privileges of the family depend on the rank 
and status of the member (Lagrone, 1978; Rodriguez, 1984). In return, the 
military offers job security, rank and status, and benefits which pervade 
alnx^st every phase of life and which tie service members and their families to 
the organization both economically and socially. Goffman (1961) used the term 
"total institutions" to describe organizations that have such an enconpassing 
influence on the lives of its members. 

Over the last decade, the Department of the Defense as well as the 
individual service branches (Army, Air Force, Navy, and Marine Corps) have 
become increasingly interested in develcping personnel policies and support 
programs which enable military personnel to meet military requirements and 
still maintain a viable personal and family life (Bowen & Scheirer, 1986; 
Hunter, 1982; Kaslow & Ridenour, 1984; Kdhen, 1984). This expanded interest 
in family well-being and support stems from a convergence of factors, 
including greater caipetition with the civilian sector for a declining 
manpower pool of new recruits (Bowen, 1985; Faris, 1981; Rimland & Larson, 
1981) , a substantial increase in the proportion of service members with family 
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responsibilities (An: Services WCk, 1984) , and a general societel trend 
ta^ revaluijig personal and family life (Bct.^, 1985; Yankelovich, 1981). 
It also parallels the ej^sanded recognition by military leadership of the 
interdependence among quality of life issues, personal and family adaptation, 
individual readiness and retention, and unit productivity and readiness (Bowen 
& Scheirer, 1986; Croan, 1985, Vemez & Zellman, 1987). 

•niis hei^tened recognition has piwided the iitpetus for the develcpt»ent 
and expansion of administrative ard sui;^rt programs and services for service 
mentoerTand their families (American Family, 1985) . For example, ^9?°' 
each service brands, as well as the Department of Defense, has created family 
liaison offices, and each service has develc^ formal mechanisms to better 
coordinate the delivery of suj^rt senrioes and programs to service members 
and their families (Bowen & Scheirer, 1986) . 

The U.S. Army has assumed important leadership among the services in 
increasing its support to families. This suj^rt has not only included formal 
recognition of the iitportance of families to mission acccaiplishment through 
^^T^^i-^ T>^ p^r. 1983: The Arw Family (CSiief of Staff, Department of the 
Army, 1983) , but also through policy, program, and research initiatives as 
directed through a series of annual Army Family Action Plans. 

Paralleling and supporting the recent upsurge in policy and progry\ 
initiatives in support of families, there has been a proliferation of research 
concerning the support needs of service maiteers rnd their families and an 
?^Sfin^Le^ designed to evaluate the effectiveness of family-oriented 
policy and program initiatives (Bowen & Scheirer, 1986) . For exaitple, there 
has been a tenfold increase in research on military families alone over the 
last decade (American Wly, 1985). Once again, the U.S. .^^rmy has provided 
important direction and leadership in this expansion of research activity 
ttoourfn the U.S. Army Research Institute for the behavioral and Social 
seizes, the Walter Reed Army Institute of Research, and the RAND Arroya 
Center. Without doubt, the military services have entered a new era of 
involvement in policy and program planning and development, drawing upon their 
Sstorical respect for behavioral science research to include research on the 
development and evaluation of policy and program suj^rts for service menibers 
and their families. 

The leadership shown by the Department of Defense and the individual 
service branciies in responding to the support needs of service mentors and 
tlieir families is noteworthy. However, the initiation of policy and program 
initiatives for families over the last decade has been largely reactive, 
develcK^ed primarily in response to specific prctolems and their syirptoms 
(e.g., diild and spouse abuse) . Moreover, there has been a tendency to 
homogenize the rich variation and diversity among families in the mlxtary in 
the planning, developDent, and evaluation of policy and program initiatives on 
their behalf (Bowen, 1987a; Bowen & JanofsJcy, 1988) . The result has been an 
"ad hoc" and "piecemeal" approach to policy and program planning and 
development which has lacked a consistent rationale (Chief of Staff, 
Department of the Army, 1983) , often failing to account for P^^l© 
variations in the needs, values, and demands of families, and how these, m 
turn, may vary over the work and family life cycle 
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One reason for ths "ad hoc" ard "piecemeal" approach is the lacJc of an 
overarching frainework to guide the developrnent and evaluation of policy and 
pnxpnam initiatives on behalf of families. Ihere is a critical need for an 
explicit inodel that not only identifies the factors which promote the level of 
family adaptation to the multiplicity of organizational an-i family demands 
faced by service members and their families, but also identifies the direct 
and the indirect impact that military policies, practices, and prograns have 
on the ability of service members and their families to successfully respond 
to the ccmbination of organizational and family demands. This model must 
reflect the dynamic and interactive quality of work and family life across the 
wrk and family life cycle. In addition, it most respect the tremendous age, 
ethnic, and cultural diversity found among families in the military services 
today by aooounting for personal system-level influences. Finally, for 
purposes of clinical and ccromunity intervention, the model must be 
practice-based: capable of guiding the development, inplementation, and 
evaluation of policies, programs and practices in support of families. 

The Army Family Adaptation Model 

Ihe present research attempts to merge two rich paradigms to provide a 
broad social-ecological perspective to enhance understanding of the factors 
and processes which underlie family adaptation to the ccaribination of 
organizational and family demands. The first of these is the "Double ABC-X" 
model of family stress and adaptation and its various iterations as advanced 
by Mccubbin and associates (McCubbin & McCubbin, 1987? McCubbin & Patterson, 
1983) . It has been the predominant perspective in investigating family 
adaptation within the field of family social science. The second paradigm is 
the "person-Environment Fit (P-E)" model of French and associates (French, 
Caplan, & Harrison, 1982) . This perspective and its subsequent refinements 
occupy a predominant position within the field of organizational psychology in 
the investigation of individual adaptation in the work arena. Eadi of these 
paradigms provides a unique contribution to our conceptualization and 
understanding of the family adaptation process. 

The Double ABCX Model 

Grounded in Hill's (1949) ABCX family crisis model which was developed from 
his research on war induced separations and reunions and informed by Burr's^ 
(1973) integration of family stress research, the Dojble ABCJC nsxiel (McCubbin 
& Patter^n, 1983) and its latest iteration, the "T-Double ABCK*' model 
(MOCubbin & McCubbin, 1987) , primarily focuses on how adaptive resources, the 
family's sense of coherence and perception of their presenting situation, and 
the pile-up of family stressors buffer and mediate the inpact of a family 
stressor event or transition on tlie level of family adaptation. In describing 
the model, McCubbin and McCubbin (1987) state; 

The level of family adaptation (XX) and/or the family's transition back 
into a crisis situation (or ejdiaustion) in response to a crisis situation 
is determined by — AA the pile-up of demands on or in the family system 
created by the crisis situation, life cycle changes and unresolved strains 
—interacting with R the family's level of regenerativity determined in 
part by the concurrent pile-up of demands— stressors, transitions, and 
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strains - interactii>g with T- the family's typology — resilient, 
rhythndc, balanced, etc.)# — interacting with BB the family's strengths 
(the family's adaptive strengths, capabilities and resources) — 
interacting with CC the family's a^praiscil of the situation (the meaning 
the family attaches to the total situation) and CXX: the family's Schema 
(i.e., world view and sense of coherence which shapes the family's 
situational appraisal and meaning) — interacting with BBB the siQ>port 
from friends and the community (social support) , interacting with PSC the 
family's problem solving and coping responses to the total family 
situation. (McCubbin & McCufcbin, 1987, pp. 14-15) 

Ihe major contribution of the Double ABCX ^S^del and its latest iteration, 
the T-Double ABCX Model, to understanding the family adaptation process lies 
in its broad conceptualization of family adaptation, its strong enphasis on 
the ijT?3ortance of adaptive resources in the adaptation process, and its 
ajplication in both the work and family arenas. However, althoui^ the model 
eaqilicitly ii^cognizes the role of cognitive factors in the family adaptation 
process, especially the family's subjective definition of the event or the 
presenting situation, these factors have been virtually ignored in enpirical 
tests of the model (Boss, 1987; Walker, 1985). Ihis is especially the case 
for perscHTal system factors, such as individual values and e3<pectations, and 
their role in influencing the interpretation of life events and adaptive 
resources, as well as their role in moderating the influence of stressor 
events and adaptive resources on the level of family adaptation. 

The P-E Fit Model 

Traced to the work of Murray (1938) and l£win (1951) , the P-E Fit model has 
been primarily used in the work arena to examine how the goodness of fit 
between the characteristics of the job and the related characteristics of the 
persc»i affect enployee behavior, strain, and well-being. In his succinct 
delineation of the central elements of this model, Caplan (1983) posits two 
types of person-environment fit. The first of these relates to the level of 
fit that exists between the needs and values of a person or system and the 
supplies and q^^rtunities of the environraent to meet these needs arvJ values. 
Hiis carponent is referred to as the "Needs-Suj^lies Fit," A second form of 
fit is referred to as the "Abilities-Demands Fit," relating to the level of 
fit between environmental demands and the abilities of a person or system to 
meet these demands. Hie theory also distinguishes between dajective and 
subjective fit (Caplan, 1987) . Ctojective fit includes only those 
characteristics about the person and the environment which are not affected by 
human perception. Subjective fit include those characteristics of ttie person 
and the environment as perceived by the person. 

Paralleling the paradigm of Lazarus and associates in research on stress 
and ceding (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984) , a major strength of the P-E fit model is 
its ejqplicit recognition of how individual characteristics, such as personal 
resources, values, and expectations, may moderate the ijipact of environmental 
factors on specified outcomes. For exaicple, the inpact of work and non-work 
role demands on family adaptability may depend on the relative salience of 
these roles for the individual as well as the assumed costs for noncompliance. 
In fact, measures of fit using a combination of person and environment 
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variables have been demonstrated by FreiKii and associates (Frendi, Caplan, & 
Harrison, 1982) to be more predictive of d^sendent cwtocroes (e.g. , strains) 
than single, additive rneasures of person and environment dMaactearistics. In 
addition, the developers of the model underscore that there way be less than a 
perfect fit between objective and subjective reality. Both types of 
variables can be included in models. Hie major limitation of the P-E fit 
model is its sheer complexity as vtell as its operational deanands, especially 
its measurement requirement that person and environment factors be assessed 
along comiensurate dimensions for purposes of assessing their level of 
congruency and the effects of this oongruency on cwtooroe dimensions. In 
addition, to date, the P-E fit model has been rather narrowly applied to the 
investigation of occupational stress and organiEational effectiveness; little 
application of this model has been applied to research on family adaptation to 
a coTibination of work and family demands. 

An Integrative Perspective 

Following a schematic presentation of the links between work and non-work 
factors on individual adaptation by Moos (1986, p. 11), the model shown in 
Figure 1 attenpts to merge the strengths of the Double ABCX model and the 
Jferson-Environnent Fit model to understand better the variations in the level 
of family adaptation of service members and their families to the coribination 
of work and family role demands in U.S. Army. A key feature of the model is 
its conceptualization of the transactional relationship between the person and 
his or her situation, especially its enphasis on the part that personal 
resources, values, and expectations play in shaping the meaning, 
interpretation, aiid consequences of environmental dynamics for the individual. 
Rcom this perspective, an understanding of the link between family adaptation 
and the multiplicity of role demands faced by service members and their 
families requires a focus on both the person and the environment as 
interdependent factors (Benner, 1984). Neither an environment perspective 
alone nor a person perspective alone can fully capture the ccstplexity of 
adaptation of service members and their families to environmental demands. 

Ihe model is divided into three panels of constructs for purposes of 
presentation: Panel 1— Environmental System? Panel 2— Personal System? and 
Panel 3— Family Adaptation. It should be enphasized that each panel 
represents several underlying constructs, each with a class of specific 
subdimensions that will be presented later in the discussion. As a 
consequence, each arrow in the figure, both within panels and between panels, 
represents a number of possible propositions. However, no single construct in 
the model is necessarily expected to affect all subdimensions associated with 
a construct or constructs to which it is related in the model, either within 
panels or betwten panels. For exanple, althooc^i a direct link is shown 
between the environmental system and family adaptation, it is not assumed that 
all features of the environmental system will affect equally adl features of 
family adaptation. In reality, it is likely that specified environmental 
features will have their strongest effects on more relevant features of family 
adaptation (e.g. , the influence of Army policies, programs and practices 
should have more direct impact on Army-related outoane dimensions of family 
adaptation than on personal-related outcomes dimensions of family adaptation) . 
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FIGURE 1 
FAMILY ADAPTATION MODEL 
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NOTE: A model for the ettects of role demands on family 
adaptation. Each panel represents multiple subdimensions. 
each with multiple variable indicators. With one exception, 
all effects are considered direct. Subdimensions In the 
Personal System Panel are also shown as moderating the 
influence of subdimensions in the Environmental System on 
subdimensions in the Family Adaptation pane!. 
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In the following discussion, only the wore general associatiwis between 
constructs within panels as well as between panels theanselves are hi^ili^ted, 
as diagrairmed in Figure 1. More specific propositions derived fron the model 
are outlined in a subsequent section of the r^rt. Althou^ the P-E Fit 
model explicitly distinguishes between objective and subjective factors, all 
constructs in the inodel are conceptualized from the subjective perception of 
the respondent. 

Panel 1 conprises the environmental system, consisting of three sets of 
factors? (a) Arroy policies, programs and practices; (b) organizational and 
family role demands? and (c) adaptive resources vMch may be available to the 
family, such as bonds of family vmity and conminity friendships. Both role 
demands and adaptive resources are d^icted in (^rjamic interaction, and are 
posited to be influenced directly by Anny policies, programs and practices. 
In addition, the model posits the environmental system (Panel 1) and the 
personal system (Panel 2) in reciprocal interaction, a transactional 
perspective that assumes that each system is influenced by changes in the 
other. Ttie link between the environmental systan and family adaptation (Panel 
3) is shown as both direct and as moderated by the personal system. 

Ihe personal system (Panel 2) also incl'ides three sets of factors: (a) the 
individual resources of service members (e.g., self-esteem, internal locus of 
control) (b) individual values, and (c) individual expectations. The personal 
system is posited to moderate the iirpact of the environmental system (Panel 1) 
on family adaptation (Panel 3) . Two forms of P-E fit can be conceptualized 
theoretically from the interaction between the environmental and personal 
systems: (a) the fit between personal values and expectations and 
environmental supplies and opportunities, and (b) the fit between personal 
resources and environmental demands. In the Parson-Environment Fit 
literature, the role of personal system variables are virtmlly silways 
depicted as moderating the association between environmental system variables 
and specific outcome dimensions (FTencii & Caplan, 1980; Moos, 1986; Seashore & 
Taber, 1976) . As moderators, these variables may either influence the 
direction of the relationships between variables in the environmental system 
and specific outcome dimensions or influence the strength of these 
relationships. 

Family adaptation (Panel 3) is conceptualized broadly frcsn an individual 
point of view across four conceptual levels: (a) the personal (e.g, subjective 
well-being), (b) the family (e.g., marital satisfaction), (c) the costmmity 
(e.g., overall satisfaction), and (d) the Army (e.g., Army-family fit). These 
four levels of family adaptation are conceptualized in reciprocal interaction, 
and as botii directly and indirectly related to one another. 

Although the direction of the relationship between the environmental system 
and family adaptation is diagrammed as one way, in reality, the relationship 
is probably reciprocal over time. For exairple, low levels of family 
adaptation my initiate coping behaviors that hac/e iitpact not only on the 
environmental system, but also on the personal system as well. However, for 
rea-scns of clarity and given the difficulty of evaluating such non-recursive 
relationships statistically with cross-sectional data, they are not explicitly 
shown in Figure 1. However, the possibility of such additional reciprocal 
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relationships imst be considered in analyzing the abili^j of the model to 
capture the^caiplex relationship between role demands and family adaptation, 
and should be considered in the eventual testiiig and interpretation of 
pxagos&X model linkages with cross-sectional data. 

Toward Specification arxi Definition of Constructs 

Ihe Envi , ronmental System 

Arw ttolicie'^- Piroorams. and Practices. Ihe changing structoire and 
conSitioi of tie Anny have created a^ for expanded sa^rt programs and 
^^Ses, sudi as child care, recreational services, ^°^^ion a^^^' 
job counseling, and family support services. In response, the number of new 
and expanded support services and programs has increased dramatically over the 
last five years (Bowen & Scheirer, 1986) . 

Hie development and expansion of support mechanisms for fan»ilifp ^ 
intended to help Army members and their families better adapt to the demands 
of Mlitar/ life as well as to pranote the quality of family life in the Army. 
It is often assumed by Army leadership that if families receive the neoe^ary 
support, they will reciprocate this sug^rt in the form of increased si^^ 
fofthe memt4r's career; the nature of this relationship bet;^ the Ae^ a^ 
its families underlies the notion of "partnership" as described in the WJiite 
Pa per. 1983; Armv Family (Chief of Staff, U.S. Army, 1983, p. 10): 

A partnership exists between the Amy and Army Families. I^f^^imy's x^ique 
miSions, concept of service and lifestyle of its men^-all affect the 
nature of this partnership. Itowards the goal of building a strong 
partnership, the Army remains committed to assuring adequate support to 
families to promote wellness; to develop a sense of conmunity; and 
strengthen the mutually reinforcing bonds between the Army and its 
families. 

In a recent evaluation of Family Support Centers in the U.S. Air Force, 
Bowen and his associates (Bowen, 1984; Orthner & Pittman, 1986) found that 
support mechanisms for families in a military coiwunity had broad uipact on 
the level of family adaptation to organizational demands as well as on the 
level of satisfaction of families with military life, lliese sufport 
mechanisms positively influenced families both targeted for intervention as 
well as those not targeted, and their influence extended to nonusers as well 
as users of support programs and services. Military policies, practices and 
programs in support of families were found to have a "symbolic" as welx as a 
"real" influence on family adaptation and satisfaction. In other words, 
family members often reported that efforts by the organization in suf^rt of 
family life not only provided tangible assistance in ceding with the duality 
of organizational and family demands, but also demonstrated a recognition and 
concern by the organization for families and family prc±)lems which promoted a 
sense of mutuality and cooperation between the organization and its families. 

Bowen and Neenan (1988) recently extended the earlier work of Bowen and 
associates to examine the relationship between satisfaction with the service s 
attitude toward families and family problems and satisfaction with the 
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military way of life anong civilian ^xsases of Arwy meanbers. Drawing on 
secondary analysis of the 1985 DoD Survey of Militaiy Spouses, the authors 
found that the level of satisfaction that spouses r^»rted with the service's 
attitude tcward families and family prc^lems was positively and significantly 
related to their overall level of satisfaction with the military as a way of 
life. From the findings, Bowen and Neenan concluded that Army policies and 
practices that are interpreted by spouses as representing a concern fay the 
institution for families and family problens are liJcely to contribute toward 
military-related outcomes based on established linkages among spouse 
satisfaction with military life, spouse support for the roejober's career, and 
member retention and readiness. 

Past research which has included the mture of organizational policies, 
programs, and practices in analytical models has tended to operational ize 
these aspects of the environmental system by having survey respondents 
evaluate their knowledge, prior use, and satisfaction with a range of specific 
policies, programs and practices (Orthner & Bowen, 1982) . Althoucfi this 
measurement strategy has product iitportant evaluative information for 
descriptive purposes, it has deinonstrated limited predictive validity in model 
testing and development (Orthner et al., 1987). For instance, vjhile the 
actual presence of, use of, and satisfaction with canttnunity su^^rts among 
service meanbers and their families may be a necessary condition for community 
satisfaction, their inpact upon military and family-related outccines tends to 
be indirect and often weak unless the level of these su^jports are very poor or 
absent (Orthner et al., 1987). It is recommended that the nature, level and 
quality of community supports can be best assessed through objective 
evaluation by community evaluation teams. From this perspective, attention is 
directed to the actual presence of selective organizational policies, programs 
and practices in support of service members and their families, their 
penetration rates in the community, and the quality of service delivery and 
support as reflected by administrative reviews, user summaries, and 
reputational indices, including leadership perceptions. Depending on the 
research objectives, these objective features of the environmental system can 
then be built into the present model for purposes of hypothesis generation and 
testing, thus addressing a key feature of the Psrson-Environment Fit model: 
its explicit recognition of both objective and subjective aspects of fit, and 
their interrelationship. 

For modeling purposes, the global evaluation by members and spouses of the 
supportiveness of military policies, programs, and practices at higher 
headquarters, installation, and unit levels, including leadership support, and 
their responsiveness to family needs has been more predictive of military- and 
family-related outcomes than their actual knowledge of, use of, or 
satisfaction with specific policies, programs and practices (Bcwen & Neenan, 
1988,* Orthner et al., 1987? Orthner & Pittman, 1986). While related to the 
actual presence and quality of community support mechanisms, these perceptions 
are more global and their assessment reflects the integration of the values, 
expectations, and experiences of service members and their families concerning 
the nature of Army policies, programs and practices in si^iport of families. 
As a consequence, the present model conceptualizes the nature of Army 
policies, programs and practices as a construct in the environment system 
panel based on the subjective perception of the soldier and ^xsuse of their 
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supportiveness and responsiveness to family needs. An important aspect of 
this siraport is the pexcseptions of service ineotoers and their families toward 
the help-seeking culture "in the Anny— an aspect of Anny policies, programs and 
practices which has not been carefully examined for its full implications on 
help-seeking attitudes and behaviors. 

Role Demands . As a consequence of the social positiws that individuals 
occupy (e.g, soldier, husband, father) , certain cSiaracteristic behaviors 
beccwe expected of these individuals. A product of the larger society, the 
particular context in which the individual functions, as well as individual 
definitions of expected behaviors, these more or less iiitegrated sets of 
expectations that are attached to positional designations are defined as 
"roles" (Burr, Leigh, Day, & Ctsnstantine, 1979, p. 54; Stryker, 1972). While 
this definition of "rxale" refers to expectations for social behavior, the use 
of the term is not consistently defined in the literature. Sane investigators 
have preferred to define "roles" as characteristic patterns of behavior of 
individuals in positions or statuses (Biddle, X986? Burt, 1982; Linton, 1936) . 
However, in agreement with Burr et al. (1979) , this behavior-based definition 
of "roles" is better conceptualized by other terms that have emerged in role 
theory literature, including role performance and role enactment. 

Based on the above definition of roles, role demands are conceptualized as 
the sum total of expectations for behavior which is linked to occupying 
specific social positions within life dcanains, including the perceptions of 
individuals toward the level of time and effort required to meet these 
expectations (i.e., intensity) as well as the level of caipatibility and 
conflict between them (i.e., spill-over). Ihese role demands are 
cono^tualized as interdependent (Davidson & Cooper, 1981; Greenhaus & 
Beutell, 1985; Voydanoff, 1987) , ranging from very demanding to not 
demanding, from little interference across roles and role sets to a high 
amount of interference across roles and role sets (Pleck, 1977) . For purposes 
of the present research, the level and interference of role demands are 
investigated in three broad life dcstains which involve multiple positional 
designations: work, family, and community. 

As contrasted to an expansion approach to human energy (Marks, 1977) , it is 
assumed that individuals have a finite amount of time and energy available to 
meet role demands (Coser & Coser, 1974; Goode, 1960; !ferton, 1957). As a 
consequence, individuals who are faced with excessive role demands or 
contradictory role demands may not be able to successfully meet expectations 
for role enactment. 

In sudi cases . . the role pressures associated with meirbership in one 
organization are in conflict with pressures stemming from membership in 
other groups. Demands from role senders on the job for overtime or 
take-home work may conflict with pressures fron one's wife to give 
attention to family affairs during evening hours. Ihe conflict arises 
between the role of the focal person as worker and his role as husband and 
father (Kahn, Wolfe, Quinn, Snoek, & Rosenthal, 1964, p.20). 

Such failure or felt difficulty in meeting role demands may lead to negative 
outccsives for both the individual as well as the family system, including 
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physical disonJer, psychological distress, life dissatisfaction, 30b 
dissatisfaction, and marital tension and dissatisfaction (Burr, 1973? 
Dcvilbiss & Pcrrucci, 1982; Fowlkes, 1987; I^is & Spanier, 1979). 

It should be added, however, that the pile-^ of role demands per se does 
not necessarily result in harrnful consequences for the iiidividual an^or^^^^ 
family. Individuals ai^ actors as well as reactors Stiiyker, 1972? Stry^ & 
Statham, 1983) , and may cognitively define and negotiate ^eir roles in such a 
way to reduce discrepancy between demands and enactment CRioxts, 1987) . m 
addition, related to the expansion approach to hijnan energy, ^^^l^J^lf 
and rxDle demands may result in various benefits for the iridividual and the 
family that outweigh their costs, including status, security, and resources 
(Sieber, 1974; Ihoits, 1987). 

Although the research literature has tended to focus mor© on the i^tive 
consequences of role overload and role conflict, it is also possible for the 
individual to face too few rcles demands. The consequences of such role 
underload may be particularly detrimental to individual adjustment and 
^SaUon^ casS^ere the role in question is defii^ by the individual 
as highly salient and an important part of his or her self identity. 

In investigating the level and consequences of role demands among 
iixiividuals the'^family, Hall and Hall (1980) stossed ^^.^^^f^f^.f 
only focusing on the role demands of particular individuals in the family, but 
also on the particular pattern of role demands amcxig individuals in the 
faSly For^^le. although restricting their attention to the pattern of 
wor)c and home roles of dual-career couples, ^^^1°P^^„^^^°S^!^ ^ 
family role structure based on the respective role involvements of husband and 
wife. Four general role patterns were identified: (a) accatmodators, (b) 
adversaries, (c) allies, and (d) acrobats ^ese patterns are described in 
the Table 1 which was adapted from Hall and Hall (1980, p. 246) . 

In the present research, it will be inportant to explore the various 
contoinations of role demands faced by individuals as as the Particular 
pattern of these role demands among family members. The typology by Hall and 
Hall offers a host of provocative research qu^tions detennim^ 
consequences of role demands on the level of family adaptation, as well as 
identifying selected factors that may mediate their influence. 

Ad^ntive Resources. Each family system can be conceptualized as not only 
havinq its own sources of internal resources for responding to ever present 
roledemands, but also as participating in a larger network of social sufports 
which has its own sources of role demands as well as sources of si^rt. 
Itogether, these internal family resources and sources of social ^ff^rt 
constitute the family's adaptive resources, and are conceptualized to range 
fran low to high, from very supportive to not sup|X5rtive. 

The family system is often regarded as the primary support system for 
itself, a place where mentoers of the family provide both instrumental and 
expressive support to one another. Ihe importance of family resources in 
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Table 1. Role Patterns in Marriage 
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jJote, Adapted from Hall and Hall (1976, p. 246) . 



prcanoting family adaptation to stressor events and role demands has been 
discussed in the family literature since the 1930s. For exanple, Angell 
(1936) , in attempting to identify those diaracteristics which prcsroted family 
adaptation to the depression of the 1930s identified the ijiportance of family 
integration (e.g., bonc3s of affection and unity among family members) and 
family adaptability (e.g. , the flexibility of the family to shifts directions 
and to reorganize its priorities and course of action) . Since the early work 
of Angell, a number of family theorists and practitioners have called 
attention to additional family resources which contribute to the family's 
ability to deal with role demands and crises (Antonovsky, 1987; Antonovsky & 
Sourani, 1988; Hill, 1949; McCufcbin & McCubbin, 1987; Olson & MoCubbin, 1983; 
Stinnett, 1979; Stinnett & DeFrain, 1985). Although these investigations do 
not necessarily agree upon their outccane criteria for identifying family 
resources nor on v^iether family resources have a moderating effect on the 
relationship between role demands and family adaptation, an indirect effect on 
family adariation through their buffering influence on role demands, or a 
direct effect on family adaptation, Angell 's (1936) two dimensions of family 
integration and family adaptability or related concepts (e.g. , cohesion) are 
common threads that have been identified across these investigations. 

Consistent with the work of Stinnett (1979) , and other pioneers in research 
on family resources (McCubbin & McCubbin, 1987; Olson & McCubbin, 1983), 
family system resources are defined as those relationship patterns and 
attitudes which are internal to the family system (e.g. , adaptability, 
integration, family coherence) , which enable family members to respond 
confidently and successfully to role demands across life areas, and v^^ich 
promote the adaptation of family members at the individual, family, and 
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oainnwnity levels. Mace and Mace (1980) have referred to these patterns and 
attitudes as the family's "primary coping system." 

The concept of social sui^rt has increasingly received attention frcia 
social scientists and policy-makers interested in its link to indivKiual and 
family adaptation (Cobb, 1976, 1979? Lin, 1986? MOQ&bin & McOabbui, 1987? 
Pilisik & Parks, 1983? Sandler & Barrera, 1984). However, the natoe of the 
influence of social support on the relationship betsjeen role danands and 
selective outooroes has been contradictory (Benner, 1984) . For exanple, v«Jile 
some investigaUons have found social suaport to ^^Jn^^^^^.'^^J^^f Jf,^ 
outocmes by its buffering iitpact on role demands, other investigations have 
found siroport to either have a moderating influence between role toiynds and 
outcomes or a direct effect on outooroes (Paarlin, Ueberman, Menaghan, & 
Mullan, 1981) . In addition, althou^ mdti attention has been f oojsed cm pe 
concept of social si^^rt, there is little consistency across researA efforts 
in defining, operationalizing, and measuring its underlying diinensicais. 

perhaps the most predominant definition of social sujjport is that adopted 
by Cobb (1976) who views social si^rt as information a person reoeiv^ (or 
possesses) that enables that person to feel that he or ^hej^lcvedajd cared 
for (i.e., emotional support), esteemed and valued (i.e., f^J^^J.^ 
belongs to a network that affords an opportunity for ua^ual ctoligation and 
understanding (i.e., neta«>rk support) (McQihbin & J^®!' J- J^Ui 

More recently, Lin (1986, p. 17) synthesized various definitions of social 

th4 Ii?eiatur4,^incl4dii;g Cdbb's definition ^ODOve, to define social 
si^rt as "the perceived or actual instrumental antVor expressive provisions 
provided by the community, social networks, and confiding partners." 

According to Lin (1986) , the oonc^ of social support has two ccuponents: 
social and support. Ihe sccial opponent of social fW>rt rejects tiie 
family's tie to the social environment at t^iree levels: (a) tte oasromity 
level, (b) the level of social networks, and (c) the level of intimate and 
confiding relationships. These levels are distingui^ largely on the basis 
of the degree of formality which characterizes the relation^p. 

The family's sense of belonging to the ooiwMnity, representing its first 
tie to the social environment, includes the participation of family members in 
voluntary organizations and their level of identity with the cojmmmity, or 
"sense of awlawnity." Representing the social integraticai of the family into 
the larger community (Lin, 1986) , relationships at this lev^are generally 
characterized by a mixture of formal and informal linkages and 
responsibil ities . 

social networks, the f ami: . 5 second tie to the social enviroment^^i^ 
those persons with whom family members maintain both direct . 
contact, such as extended family, oo-workers, ftiends, and neighbors. Each 
Ttiember of a family, including children, has a personal network, and 
collectively, these networks canprise the family's social network (Unger & 
Powell, 1980). 

Before discussing the third level of the family's tie to the social 
environment, it is important to distinguish between social si^rt systems and 
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social networks (McCubbin & McCul=bin, 1987) . A social network refers to all 
the people with whom faiuily merttoers maintain contact an^ ^'^s'^^i 
pot^Slly receive support (McCubbin & tfcCubbin, 1987, p. 19). the other 
a soiiSluEPort^tem is that subset of perscais within a famly-s 
1 iSS ieS^%or.i.cm they r^y on for aid in tiin^ '^J'^Z' 
582) . ConseqaenUy, not all meinbers of a social network necessarily provide 
social suj^rt. 

The inneniost level of the social environment consists of confiding 
relatioJ^!!^includii^ intimate relationships with^atives and friends 
(Lin, 1986) . Mutual and reciprocal exdianges are expected in th^ 
relationships which are characterized by ^ 
intertiependency. These relationships are described by Lin (1986) to be 
^vSnSlessby exchange principles ard more by a f^"^. f .S&^S 
needs of others. Thus, as close relationships develop, the individuals 
nSSive theniselves inore as a unit than as a set of exchange parties (Wills, 
?^ bSS^ Se work of lin (1986), it is this third level that has ^he 
ieai^st iitpact on a family's sense of well-being. Pecent e^mluatlons of the 
Sw'TunitManning System by the Walter Reed Amy^Institute of Research 

has provided strong evidence of the beneficial effects of small groi^ 
associations and exchanges on the soldier's and th>. family's sense of 
belonging (Martin & Orthner, 1989) . 

Ihe "sumort" coiponent of social support reflects the typeof sij^rt 
proSded tTthe family. Although many types of sugort have been identified 
in the literature, two fonns of suK»rt are most of toi distinguished, 
instrumental and expressive. Based on the work of Oo^ (1976? 1979), 
iStrmSital suj^rt refers to the use of a relationship to achieve a goal or 
S^^e^a ^ce, while expressive support refers to emotional 
iSe^ision of instrumental and expr^ive suE^rt to the family by ma^ 
of t^efinily's social environment can result in the family ff^J^ l°ved and 
cared for, esteemed and valued, and a sense of belonging (Cdbb, 1976) . 

consistent with the definitions of social suf^rt by both ^^^I!,Lf^ 
Lin (1986) , social support is natdnally defined as the perceived or actual 
S^trument;i and/or eJjressive aid available an^/or provided to the f t>y 
iSSSry and smll groups associations within the cciiirimi^, by the family's 
social network, and by confiding relationships maintained by ff^^^ , 
members-the family's social environment. Instrumental support is defined as 
the use of social su^rt to achieve a goal or to receive a s^ce? 
expressive support is used synonymously to mean emotional support (Lin, 1985) . 

Tl^pj Personal Svstem 

P^^nal Resources . The buffering effect of personal f?^^^^ °^ ^f^^j;. 
adaptation as well as their moderatiiig effect on the f^^f^ion^ between roie 
dem^ and family adaptation has increasmgly reived J^?;^". . 
researchers in both the military and civilian oanmunity C^^f^^^' ' 
Bowen & Janofsky, 1988? Kobasa, 1979? Kobasa, Maddi, & CurriigtOTj, 1981, 
lalJS, McCubbin, & Patterson, 1985? JfcCUttoin & lavee, 1986? McCubbin & 
McCubbin, 1987) . Ihese personal resources have b^ conceptualized a 
number of ways, resulting in the identification of a range of individual 
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characteristics depending of the perspective of 'che reseancher and the 
specific purposes of tho research. For exarple, McCubbin and Patterson (1983) 
descritsed personal resoiax:es as a broad range of diaracteristics which are 
potentially available to individual fanvily roeinbers in handling stiressful 
situations, includiiTg psychological, financial, educational, and physical and 
emotional well-being. 

In their classic research, Cairpbell. Converse, and Rogers (1976, p. 368) 
also i ''entif ied a broad array of personal resources vjhich way be available to 
an individual. Tlhree categories of personal rescwroes and abilities were 
identified and measured: (a) ascribed resources (e.g. , intelligence, physical 
attractiveness, and health) , (b) achieved resouroes (e.g. , education, income) , 
and (c) other current resources (e.g., religiosity, availability of 
discretionary time) . 

Compared to McCubbin and Patterson (1983) and Can^ibell, Converse, and 
Rogers (1976) , Pearlin and Schooler (1978) maintained a more narrow focus on 
personal resources and abilities, limiting their attention to two 
psychological resources residing within the self. Ihey defined psychological 
resarrces as the personality characteristics that individuals can draw upon 
"to help them withstand threats .posed by events and dajects in their 
environment" (p. 5) . Ihese resources, self-esteem and mastery, were 
hypothesized to reduce the stressful consequences of social strain. 
Self-esteem was defined as the positiveness of one's attitude ta«?ard one's 
self, and mastery was defined as the extent to which one perceives control 
over one's life chances, in contrast to being fatalistically ruled. 

Somewhat paralleling the enphasis of Pearlin and Schooler (1978) on 
psychological resourx::es, an interesting concept that has emerged from the work 
of Kobasa and associates (Kobasa, 1979? Kobasa, Maddi, & Currington, 1981) in 
investigating personality characteristics and stress is the personality style 
they label as "hardy." Ihe "hardy" personality exhibits three interrelated 
personal-level characteristics (Kobasa, 1979, p. 3): 

(a) the belief that they can control or influence the events of their 
experience, 

(b) an ability to feel deeply involved in or committed to the activities 
of their lives, and 

(c) the anticipation of change as an e>fciting challenge to further 
development. 

Kobasa and associates (Kobasa, 1979; Kobasa, Maddi, & Currington, 1981) 
suggest that a "hardy" personality^ buffers the individual from stressful life 
events, serving as a resistant resource. 

For purposes of this research, personal resources cire defined broadly to 
include personal attributes and experiences, ceding kncwledge and skills, as 
well as psychological resources that individuals bring to their presenting 
situations. Personal attributes and experiences many include variables such 
as physical well-being, education level, and oonmnd of the English language. 
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On the other hand, ccj>ing loicwledge and sldAls may range fron Icncwiiig hew to 
obtain inediccil care to having a valid driving license. Last, based on the 
earlier work of Pearlin and Schooler (1978) as well as Kbbasa and associates, 
the present research conceptualizes psydiological resources on tw dimensions: 
(a) psychological attributes, including self-esteem and internal locus of 
control, v4iich are defined as relatively stable personality characteristics 
that individuals can draw upon to buffer the inpact of role d < ? n« nrts and to 
facilitate family adaptation, and (b) personal confidence, a more situational 
indicator of mastery, which reflects one's perceived ability to meet the role 
demands experienced as a consequence of positioial designations within the 
work, family, and cominunity arena, as well as to influence the nature of one's 
environment. Although numerous psychological resources have been identified 
in the literature, tlie more general constructs of self esteem (Oocpersnath, 
1967; Lawler, 1973? Rosenberg, 1965), locus of control, (Rotter, 1966), and 
situational mastery (McCubbin & ^ScCubbin, 1987) are most frequently 
referenced in the literature, including research vdth military pc^sulation 
groups (Bowen, 1989a; Stawarski, 1987; NSoCubbin, Patterson, & lavee, 1983; 
Szoc, 1982) . 

Values. It is increasingly recognized in tha research literature that 
individuals and families may vary in their values tcward work, family, and 
ccsnmunity life (Bowen & Janofsky, 1988; langman, 1987; Wilkinson, 1987) . This 
recognition contrasts greatly with the traditional view in the social sciences 
of cultural assimilation: the assunption that through socialization agents 
and prxx»sses individuals and families ccme to share the values of the 
majority society and its institutions (de Anda, 1984, p. 101). Since the 
mid-1960s, a number of models have been advanced to e>5>iain the continued 
persistence of variations in the values of individuals despite socialization 
influences from the majority culture (de Anda, 1984; Podraan, 1963; Valentine, 
1971) . 

Unfortunately, despite growing respect for the diversity of ii dividual and 
family values, models of individual and family adaptation have not tended to 
examine how these subjective perceptions may moderate an individual's and 
family's response to their environment. Ihe P-E Fit Model of French and 
associates (French, Caplan, & Harrison, 1982) is a notable exception. 
Although this variable danain within the P-E Fit Model has been used to 
discuss a number of interrelated constructs (e.g, . motives, needs, values, 
perceptions, cognitions, and the like) (Caplan, 1987; French, Caplan, & 
Harrison, 1982; lawler, 1973; Moos, 1986; Seashore & Taber, 1976), this 
author prefers the use of the term, "values" (Bowen, 19a8b. 1989b) . 

Although there is no consensus on the def initic^ of values in the 
literature, values are defined broadly as organized sets of preferences for 
how individuals wish to conduct their lives (Christensen, 1964; Mindle & 
Habenstein, 1977; Spiegel, 1982). Ihese preferences are conceptualized as 
cognitive, serving as a basis for choice and as a guide for action. 

In addition, values are assumed to be logically ordered frcm the most 
abstract to the most concrete and connected across levels of abstraction 
(ttontgcxnery, 1982) . Althoigh higher-order Vcdues are considered to serve as a 
general frame of reference for the individual (e.g., the iirportance of family 
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integration) , they are seldon articulated or discussed by* individuals. 
However, they do provide an overarching structure for ordering and evaluating 
lower-tier values— values which are more open to direct consideration and 
discussion (e.g., preferences for spending time together as a family) 
(Montgomery, 1982). 

At each level of abstraction, values are cono^stualized as hierarchically 
arranged from most important to least inportant. It is this Property of 
values which best distinguish them from a closely aligned canc^: atUtudes 
(Nye, 1967) . All else being equal, individuals are liJcely to b^ve in ways 
that validate their values at the highest level (Friedman, 1987? Montgcroery, 
1982) . Thus, if family demands conflict with work demands and family demands 
are a priority for the individual, it is predicted that family demands will 
assume precedence over work demands. 

Neither values nor their respective importance for the individual are 
considered as fixed. Ihey are defined as variables which may change in 
response to a variety of familial and extra-familial influences, including 
normative influences in the society. 

For nurposes of the present research, the investigation of values is 
restric to three broad domains: work, family, and ccmiMnity. Based on the 
work of Bowen & Janofsky (1988) , it is assumed that individual values toward 
role demands in each of these domains (e.g., role salience) as well as toward 
adaptive resources may vary both between families as well as within families. 

Expectations . Ihe construct, "expectations," is most often defined in the 
literature as an assessment by the individual of what is realistically 
obtainable regarding a specific goal (Sabatelli, 1988) . In the present 
research, however, expectations are defined more in line with Ihibaut and 
Kelley's (1959) construct of "ccmparison level of alternatives." For purposes 
of this report, expectations are defined as an individual's subjective 
conparative appraisal about the quality of work, family and corounity life in 
the Army as conpared to their expectations about the quality of work, family, 
and community life in the civilian sector. Ihe moderating and direct 
influence of these expectations on the level of family adaptation are assumed 
to covary with the importance that individuals attach to each aspect of work, 
family and ccmmunity life: expectations are assumed to exert their greatest 
influence on family adaptation in those areas of greatest inportanoe to the 
individual. 

Family Adaptation 

The concept of family adaptation has been inve'stigated largely as an 
! outccme of the family's efforts to cope with crisis (McOibbin & Patterson, 

1983? ffcCul±>in & McCubbin, 1987). Following the broad specif icaticsi of 
^ family adaptation in the theoretical and ertpirical work of McCubbin and 

associates (Lavee & PfcCubbin, 1985; lavee, IfcCubbin, & i^tterson, 1985? 
McCubbin & Lavee, 1986; McCubbin & MdCulAjin, 1987? McOibbin & Patterson, 
1983) , as v.«ll as the conceptualization of individual adaptation frcsn the 
Person-Environment Fit theory of French and associates (French, Caplan, & 
Harrison, 1982; Caplan, 1983) , family adaptation is defined as the outocsne of 
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the interplay between the personal and the enviionnjent systems. It is viewed 
as a continuous variable which ranges frcsn high to low, and is conceptualized 
at four distinct levels: (a) personal, (b) family, (c) ccnwunity, ard (d) 
Anny. The four levels of family adaptation are seen as reciprocal with change 
in adaptation at one level having consequenoes for change at the other levels. 

Personal . Ihe personal adaptation literature is bnsad and abourds with 
confusion. Many terms are used interchangeably (e.g., morale, life 
satisfaction, well-being, depression, anxiety) , and even vAen constructs are 
defined independently, they are often highly correlated (Dobson, Powers, 
Keith, St Goudy, 1979) . An additional source of confusion in the literature on 
peri a nal adaptation lies in the distinction between traits and states. 
Vihereas traits are considered to be relatively pemanent characteristics of 
individuals (Hilgard, AtJdnson, & Atkinson, 1975) , states are considered more 
susceptible to situational and organismic influences (Kail & Lindzey, 1978). 
Despite this important distinction in the literature, the same dharacteristic 
(e.g., anxiety) has been considered from both a trait as well as a state 
perspective (Hall & Lindzey, 1978) . 

In the present research, personal adaptation is ncxninally defined across 
three dimensions: (a) personal well-being, (b) role strain, (c) and life 
satisfaction. Personal well-being is conceptualized as a positive state 
manifested by signs of cptindsm, success, and general contentedness. Ihe 
second dimension, role strain, is defined based on the classic work of Goode 
(1960: 483) as the "felt difficulty in fulfilling role obligations." Last, 
life satisfaction is defined as an individual's assessment of the quality of 
his or his life (Martin, 1984) . 

Family . Ihe researdi on the quality of family relationships dates back to 
Hamilton's (1929) early research on marital adjustiuent. Since that time, a 
number of scholars have attenpted to conceptualize and assess the nature of 
family relationships, especially the marital union. A variety of constructs 
have been generated in the process, including family life satisfaction, 
family functioning, family environment, as VTell as a nuniser of concepts 
proposed to reflect the nature of the marital pjid parerit-child relationship 
(Bowen, 1989b) . While these constructs all repr^ent "qualitative dimensions 
and evaluations" of relationships within the family, there is a great deal of 
ambiguity and overlap in the way these concepts are defined and 
c^serationaliaed (lewis & Spanier, 1979, p. 269). 

For purposes of the present research, family adaptation is defined broadly 
as the relative balance of satisfactions and tensions within the family system 
as well as by the level of marital stability. Inportantly, this definition 
encompasses both the balance of satisfactions and tensions in the marital as 
well as the parent-child relationship. 

Community . The definition of ccsninunity as an outccn^ has posed difficulty 
for researchers. Ihe concept itself is multi-level as well as 
multidiitensional, including a large array of both physical and social 
descriptors (Orthner et al., 1987), Most often, the aj^roach to definition 
has been to nominally define it based on either its physical or social 
boundaries or to operationally define it based on a ^jectrum of specific 
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community features (e.g., availability of housirq, cjoality of ^^^Is, levsl 
of crime, support services and progranvs, infernal social supports) which are 
evaluated across a glcAal measure of satisfaction (Orthner et al., 1987) . 

Based on the review by Orthner et al. (1987) , caimmity is nonirally 
defined according to Edwards and Jones (1976, p. 13) : 

Ccsmunity is a group strticture integrated around goals that derive frcsn the 
people's collective occupation and utilizatiwi of habitaticaial qpaoe. 
ffenSers of the cmanity have scxne degree of collective idenUf icatiwi with 
the occupied space and the caranunity has a degree of local autonoity and 
respoivsibility. 

Built on this definition, cormmity adaptation is defined in the present 
report in terms of global satisfaction that individuals have with their 
community as a place to live and raise a family. Althaigh the specific 
qeoqraphic parameters of community may differ from family to family, oonmunity 
baSdaries include at a minimim both the Army installation and the siorounding 
local civilian community where service menOjers and their families work and 
live. 

Arw. The viability of the family system is dependent i^»n its fit with 
other systems in its social environment with which it interfac^ ^1?°^' . 
1983) . For the Army family, the military system is a major, if not the major, 
system in its environment. Family adaptation to Army life is a oaioept whidh 
describes the health of this interface. A great deal of r^ea^ 
that a positive family attitude toward the military syston bolster family 
adaptati^ (Bowen, 1988a? Bower, 1967; Gonzalez, 1970? rfcCubbin, ^tterson, & 
lavee, 1983? Orthner & Bowen, 1982; Pederson & Sullivan, 1964? Szoc, 1982) 

For purposes of this research, adaptation to AW lj£e,°°"°s^^^?f^ Z^l^ 
orientation of family members to life in the Anty and their ocsrnmitment^ 
values and lifestyle. Perhaps best captured by the notion of "Fit" (Bowen, 
1987a? MbCuHDin, Patterson, & Lavee, 1983? Kelson, 1983? Szoc, 1982), it 
refers to the sense of mutual support, adaptation, ccanmitment, and shared 
purpose that service members and their families feel with the Arny 
instiukion? their support of the Army. member's job and c^^'* , 
commitment to Army organizational mission, goals, values ^J;^^^^^'^^ 
the degree to which they believe the Army environment is a good environment 
for marriage and to raise ciiildren. 

Propositions from this Model 

AS noted above, there are a number of specific propositions that may be 
derived from the model diagrammed in Figure 1. The nuittber of possible 
propositions increases exponentially when the conditioning influence of 
^rsonal system constrxicts are considered as moderating the reiation^ip 
between environmental system and family adaptation constructs. ea^ 
construct in Figure 1 represents multiple subdimensions as well as variable 
indicators, each proposition will result in the eventual specification of 
multiple h^thes^ for enpirical testing, -me more specific pr^itions 
that can be derived from the model are listed below. An asterisk follows 
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those pn:^)ositions that have the greatest injioediate ijtpact of supporting the 
Amy Family Action Plans throu^ researdi products that will provide a basis 
for developing pilot prograns to iinptove family adaptation in Ann/ life. 

Although theoretically based on the work of FSoCubbin and associates (Lavee, 
McCubbin, & Patterson, 1985; McCuUoin & JfcCuhbin, 1987; MoCubbin & Patterson, 
1983) and French ar^ associates (French, Caplan, & Harrison, 1982) , the 
direction and shape of the proposed relationships are logically deduced, but 
not necessarily enpirically grounded. VSork is presently be5jig conducted to 
ground each proposition in the enpirical literature. As a ccmsequeiK^, 
caution is advised in the use of these piropositions as st^^port for policy, 
program or practice initiatives; they are offered oaily for hairistic purposes. 

a. Hie positive appraisal of Anty policies, programs and practices 
influences the perception of the intensity and spill-over of role demands, and 
this is an asynptotic relationship f /O); the amount of influence increases 
inversely and then stabilizes. 

b. Itie positive appraisal of Anny policies, programs and practices 
influences tiie level and interaction of adaptive resources, and this is a 
positive, monotonic relationship. 

c. The intensity and spill-over of role demands influences the level and 
interaction of adaptive resources, and this is an asynptotic relationship 
(0/+) ; the amount of influence is stable and then increases. 

d. Ihe level and interaction of adaptive resources influence the 
intensity and spill-over of role demands, and this is a curvilinear 
relationship (-/OA) - demands are the hi^est at low and high levels of 
adaptive resources. 

e. Ihe positive appraisal of Army policies, programs and practices 
influences the comparative expectations about life in the Army, and this is a 
pc^itive, monotonic relationship. 

f . The intensity and spill-over of role demands influence the cojiparative 
expectations about life in the Anny, and this is a negative, monotonic 
relation^ip. 

g. Ihe level and interaction of adaptive resources influences the 
ccsrparative expectations about life in the Amy, and this is a positive, 
monotonic relationship. 

h. Ihe level and interaction of personal resources influences the 
intensity and spill-over of role demands, and this is an inverse, monotonic 
relationship. 

i. Ihere is a positive and reciprocal relationship between the level and 
interaction of personal resources and the level and interaction of adaptive 
resources. 
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j . Itie salience of roles as reflectad by values inflt^snoes perosptions 
toward the intensity and ^ill-over of role demancSs, and this is atn inverse, 
monotonic relationship. 

k. The salience of adaptive resources as reflected by values influences 
the level and interaction of adaptive resocroes, and this is a positive, 
monotonic relationship. 

1. There is a reciprocal and positive interactiai among the oonponents of 
family adaptation: personal, family, ocnwunity and Anny.* 

m. The positive appraisal of Army policies, programs and practices 
influences the level of family adaptation, and this is a positive, monotonic 
relationship. * 

n. The intensity and spill-over of role demands influences the level of 
family adaptation, and this is curvilinear relationship • family 

adaptation is the lowest at high and lew levels of role demands.* 

o. The level and interaction of adaptive resources influence the level of 
family adaptation, and this is a positive, monotonic relationship.* 

p. The level and interaction of personal resouroes influence the strength 
of the relationship between the intensity and ^ill-over of role demands and 
level of family adaptation: Increases in personal resources will decrease the 
strength of the relationship; decreases in personal resources will increase 
the strength of the relationship,* 

q. The level and interaction of personal resouroes influence the strength 
of the relationship between the level and interaction of adaptive resouroes 
and family adaptation: liicreases in personal resouroes will decrease the 
strength of the relationship; decreases in personal resources will increase 
the strength of the relationship.* 

r. The salience of role demands as reflected by values influences the 
nature of the relationship between the intensity and spill-ever of role 
demands and family adaptation: Wlien salience is lew, increases in role 
demands will have an asyirptotic relationship to family adaptation (0/-) ; when 
salience is high, increase in role demands will have an asyirptotic 
relationship to family adaptation (0/+) . 

s. The salience of adaptive resources as reflected hy values influences 
the strength of the relationship between the level and interaction of adaptive 
resources and family adaptation: When salience is low, the strength of the 
relationship decreases; when salience is hi^, the strength of the 
relationship increases. 

t. The comparative appraisal about life in the Army influences the 
strength of the relationship between the appraisal of Army policies, programs 
and practices and family adaptation: VJhen conparative appraisal about life in 
the Army is favorable, the strength of the relationship increases; v^en 
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cjcsnparative appraisal about life in the Arnsy is unfavorable, the strength of 
the relationship decreases. 

u. Ihe conparative appraisal about life in the Amy influences the 
strength of the relationship between the intensity arxi spill-over of role 
deroanas and family adaptation. When caiparative aj^araisal about life in the 
Anny is favorable, tlie strength of the relationship decreases; vihen 
conparative aj^raisal about life in the Amy is unfavorable, the strength of 
the relationship increases. 

v. The conparative aj^raisal about life in the Anry influences the 
strength of the relationship between the level and interaction of adaptive 
resources and family adaptation. V3hen conparative appraisal about life in the 
Anny is favorable, the strength of the relationship increases; vftien 
ccnparative appraisal about life in the Arnty is unfavorable, the strength of 
the relationship decreases. 

A Life course Perspective 

Families change greatly over tiiiie in their mantoership, function, and needs. 
Work careers have a similar dynamic and also change in the nature and level of 
their demands over time (Moen, 1983, p. 417). As a consequence, to understand 
variations in the work and family demands of individuals, the influence of 
personal resources and the use of family and oonnnunity resources by 
individuals to coordinate and meet these demands, and the iitplications of 
these demands on the level of family adaptation, it is necesscuy to enploy a 
proces s model of work and family connections. Voydanoff (1980, p. 1) has 
found it productive to apply a "life-course perspective" and "role strain 
theory" to the analysis of work and family dynamics over the life cycle. Ihe 
following discussion of the analysis of work and family dynamics over the life 
course draws heavily upon the work of Voydanoff (1980, 1987) . 

The concept of work and family "career" is essential to understanding 
variations in the nature and consequences of work and family demands over 
time. The notion of "career" as applied to work and family refers to "a 
patterned sequence of activities" throu(^out the life cycle (Voydanoff, 1980, 
p. 1), and includes stages and critical transition points (Aldous, 1978? 
Feldman & Feldinan, 1975) . Stages are divisions within the career (or life 
cycle) that are different enough fron one another to constitute separate 
periods (e.g., singlehood, marriage) (Aldcm, 1978). Fran the process or 
life-course perspective, attention is focused on the interactions of work and 
family career lines across time. At any one point in the life cycle, 
individuals can be located at certain intersections of these career lines that 
may involve conpeting demands that necessitate coordination and management 
(Voydanoff, 1980, p. 1) . Variations in the demands that result from the 
interactions of work and family demancJs may create role overload and 
spill-over for the individual which may r^gatively iiipact upon both work and 
family performance and stability (Voydanoff, 1980, 1987) . 

To date, little theoretical or ewpirical attention has been directed toward 
examining the intersections of work and family demands over the life cycle in 
either the military or the civilian sector. Research is required in the Army 
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developnvental needs of young ^^^fV^^^^my^c^ yWadults and 
and often inflexibility of a ^"^.^ .^^^ ^ ^surc. SiSi pressures 
their families with considerable role ^ifl are 

may be conpounded in situations where both the nusoana ai« 
pursuing work careers. 

„u /iftTTN v^=»fc»r- <-o the intenneshim of work and family careers 
The Papoports 1977) ^^^^^^^^^^ family career lii.es over the 
as "role cycling." ^® . ^^®^^^^i°"L?L^o^ investiaatim the c<»Tsequences 
life cycle present a unique vantage point for ^ botSTon the 

adaptation. 

svanRS in thR Family Life Cyclg 

^ <:™ii„ Hfo 1-vrle (FIjC) construct as a descriptive and 
introduction of the family li^^S^^liofLSSs at different points in 
heuristic tool for describing and "^Sf^Jl^r that tii^VtB^Y 

the life cycle began in the l"Os (HortOT, of^es to describe the 

,:«searchers have "^^^i'^^S^ SftSTuS ScSf of the family (e.g. , 
TOjor stages and P°f °^ .^Sf^^'^ilg- . Tst 1979, Rogers, 1962; 

Aldous, 1978: Duvall, i!^!,' "^"43"^''',^^ten, 1^ classification 
Sorokin, Ziimerman, S Galphin, 19^^' • Jfr^S^^ecif io events and 
schenes have identified stages organized f^»^f^g^ S^Sst <W.ld, 
develop»<ental tasks in the £af ly (S;?- ""^Sg^o 27)7 Of these 
retirorent) (Spanier, Sauer, & La^^ere, W79^ 27^^^^^ 

categories include the following: 

(a) beginning families: married couples who are diildless; 

(b, child-bearing families: oldest d^ild between birth and 30 months, 

(C-) families with preschool children: oldest d.ild is to^ and a half to 

six years of age; 

(d) families where the oldest child is six a«J 12 years of age; 

(e) families in which the oldest child is in the teens; 

(f) families as launching centers: children are leaving hate; 

(g) families in the middle years: tetween the laun<*ln3 pericd and 

retirement; and 

(h) aging famlies: retirejnent to death. 
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Despite the pc^jularity of the family life cycle cono^ among family 
researchers (Spanier, Sauer, & Larzelere, 1979) , recent demographic shifts in 
patterns of marriage formation, procreation, and marital dissolution have 
challenged the validity of the ¥LC oono^ as traditionally defined for use 
in description and enpirical analysis (Click, 1984; Norton, 1983). Recent 
oaxjepU^l efforts have atteirpted to incorporate more contemporary family 
patterns into the TLC oonstnict, sucii as divorce, remarriage, and single 
parenthood (e.g., Mattessich & Hill, 1987; Miarphy & Staples, 1979; Nock, 
1979; Uhlenberg, 1974), 

Although considerable research has been o ondu n ted in the civilian sector 
that escamines how family-related role demands, adaptive resources, and 
satisfactions vary over the FD::, ccnparably less attention has focused on 
these relationships in the military. A notable exertion is the work of 
Mccufcbin and associates (Mocubbin & lavee, 1986; McOibbiii, Patterson, & lavee, 
1983) whose researx:h suggests that family demands, resources and adaptation 
vary greatly over the life cycle of the family. In addition, little research 
has been conducted in either the civilian or military sector exploring how 
work-related demands, adaptive resources, and satisfactions vary across the 
fix:. 

Research that has been conducted suggests that family role demands and 
satisfaction follow a curvilinear path over the life cycle: role demands are 
hi^est and family life satisfaction is the lowest during the period when 
young children are in the household. In ccnparison, role demands are lower 
and family life satisfaction is higher among childless cou^jles and among those 
couples whose children have begun to depart or who have d^>arted f ran the hcane 
(Mattfesich & Hill, 1987) . On the other hand, research concerning variations 
in work demands and satisfactions over the life cycle is less definitive. For 
example, Wilensky (1961) reported that job satisfaction tended to decline with 
the birth and rearing of children. However, more recent research by Osherson 
and Dill (1983) and Crouter (1984) fail to find support for the influence of 
family life cycle dynamics in either the spill-over of vrark and family demands 
or variations in job satisfaction. 

stages in the Work Career 

Work careers share a similar dynamic as family careers and change and 
evolve in a more or less ordered and predictable manner over the life course 
(Moen, 1983; Voydanoff, 1980, 1987) . Although work careers have been defined 
in broad terms such as general patterns of work experience across time (e.g., 
Kanter, 1977) , Wilensky (1961) is more restrictive in his definition, 
referring to "a succession of related jobs, arranged in a hierarchy of 
prestige through which persons move in an ordered sequence" (p. 523) . 

Consistent with Wilensky 's more restricted definition of work caree r , 
Bailyn and Schein (1976) identified six stages of career transition, each 
distinguished by developmental tasks (cited in Voydanoff, 1987, pp. 86-87) : 
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(a) Preparation: prcx^ess of choosing and pr^saring for the career; 

(b) Novitiate: period of learning and socialization in v*dc^ the entrant 
is assessed in tenns of long-range potential; 

(c) Early career; person is fUlly functioning and doing meaningful though 
rarely cmcial work? further learning and triaU.; 

(d) Middle career: person has been fully aooepted into career status and 
is expected to enter a period of maximum productivity and performance; 

(e) late career: a person is past the point of roaxiroum productivity though 
experience allows a high level of contribution and effective teaching 
of younger people? and - . 

(f) Post exit: person is no longer officially a mesiber of the occupation 
but may serve as a consultant or part-time estplcyee. 

Although it is likely that these stages vary in their length and dynamics 
across different occupations, the general sequence of career progression would 
appear to be similar across different types of careers (Vqydanoff, 1987, p. 
87) , including military careers with seme modifications. For exairple, with 
the possible exception of the first and the last stage, it is possible to link 
these career stages to the age and tenure of enployees in the organization and 
their occupational levels or grades, including the use of pay grade within the 
enlisted and officer ranks in the military services. 

The eirpirical literature suggests an irtportant llxtic between career stage 
and the nature of role demands and the level of satisfaction In the work arena 
(Bailyn & Schein, 1976; Levinson, 1978; Orthner & Bowen, 1982). However, 
researchers have generally neglected the relaticnship between stages in the 
work career and other career lines, such as the family. Since work and fam-lly 
have been traditionally viewed as oonplementary life domains divided fcy lines 
of gender, researchers have tended to study the dynamics and influences of the 
work career as separate from the dynamics and influences of the family career 
(K^ter, 1977). 

The Intersection of Work and Family Careers 

Historically, little variation was assumed in the timing of work and family 
events, at least among men. AcoDrding to Osherson and Dill (1983, p. 339) , 
men typically initiated their careers, married a woman who did not work 
outside the home, began their families by their mid-twenties, and achieved 
some degree of career success and financial security by the mid-forties. 
Because little variation was assuroai in the general life pattern, the 
influence of family variables on the career development and outocmes for men 
was seldom examined. Toda", the once predictable life course sequence of 
work and family patterns and demands for men and wcamen vary greatly (e.g. , 
marriage and parenthood are often delayed, career dianges are made, and 
individuals elect to either retire early or never retire) (Osherscai & Dill, 
1983) . Through their demographic analysis, Masnidc and Bane (1980) 
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graphically show that roen and women are iivsreasingly following varied and 
nontraditional work and family career trajectories. 

Vovdanoff (1980, 1987) uses the cono^ of 'Hjork-family life cycle" to 
refer to the caitoined stages of work and famly car^ over the life course. 
According to Voydanoff (1980, p. 3) , men and wanen are engaged in work and 
fSSly careers loove throu^ the stages of both careers in a parallel fashion, 
respcrjding to the respective demands of both roles. As a oonseqpence, at any 
ySS^Sne, an Individual can be located at a particular mtersectiai of work 
and family career stages. 

AS noted previously, at certain intersections in work and faiaily careers, 
individuals may be especially likely to experience frustration in xneeting the 
^S^Ssfron wSrk and family roles (Hofferth & Itoore, 1979; Moen, 1983; 
PiSrkowski, Rapc^rt, & Papoport, 1987) . Voyda.X)ff (1980, 1987) states that 
the demands from multiple roles can be examined in te^^f^^f, 
accumulation, defined as the "total number of roles" performed by an 
SS^ual (^, Leigh, Day, & Oonstantine, 1979) . Over the course of the 
me cycle, most adults perform roles associated with occupying the positions 
of SnSSI ^ts, and^^ouses (Crosby, 1987; Voydanoff, 1987) . When the 
combined d4m^ of work and family roles becone too taxing on the time and 
enerov of the individual, both role overload (i.e., a situation wiere the 
SSlit^ of de^ is tio great) and role spill^er (i.e., a situation where 
the demands f rm one role create interference in the performance of other 
roles) can be experienced (Voydanoff, 1980, 1987) . many cases, role 
^erliad and roirspiU-over can significantly ^terfem vf^^^.^^^i^f 
the individual to meet role demands and responsibilities (Burr, 1973, Goode, 
Sso-^vdanoff, 1980, 1987). in such situations, the role performance of the 
i^J^i^TSnVseriously caiprx^sed and the level of family adaptation nay 

be reduced. 

For purposes of the present research, it is proposed that dimensi^ within 
the envirorment system, the personal system, as well as dimensions of family 
adaptation may vary considerably over the work and family life cycle. As a 
SSeSS^, based on a broad conceptualization of the family life cycle and a 
^S^arrow range of career stages than outlined by Bailyn and Sciiein (1976) , 
a sample typology of work-family life cycles is outlined for purposes of 
operationali2ation and measurement. Ihis typology is based \?)on the 
SSr^tion by Voydanoff (1987, pp. 88-91) of the work and family life ^c^^; 
Figure 2 presents a preliiidnary overview of the combined work and family life 
cycle typology. 

Conclusion 

All individuals face role demands in their daily life v^ich result frm 
occupying social positions (e.g., worker, spouse, parent) within lifedc^ins. 

of these lifedomains are recognized by social scientists as greedier 
than others, such as the enccatpassing demands that military service makes upon 
service mentois and their families (Segal, 1986) . A key c^ion that has 
challenged social scientists in the military community has been to identify 
the factors which distinguish individuals and families who are able to meet 
role demands with confidence, to successfully perform required roles, to 
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RGURE 2 

SAMPLE TyPOtOGY OF WORK-FAMILY LIFE CYCLE CONCEPr 



FAMILY LIFE CYCLE 



Childless Youngest Youngest Youngest Postparenlal 
WORKCAREER child Child Child 

0-5 6-11 12-18 



Early Career 
E1-E4/01-02 



Middio Career 
E5-C6/03-04 



Late Career 
E7-E9/05+ 


































•For pfesensaften pwposes ooly. 
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expe-vience manageable levels of role strain and conflict, and to successfully 
adapt to rigors of the military lifestyle throu^ positive response to the 
confluence of role demands. 

Ihis report advances a conc^tual model for identifying those factors which 
buffer and noderate role demands and their consequences at the personal, 
family, canraunity, and Anny levels of analysis. It theoretically grounds the 
research on role demands and their link to family adaptation, discusses and 
ncminally defines conceptual dcmains and subdimensions in the model, and 
specifies a number of pn^xjsitions whicii are derived fron the model for 
enpirical groundir^, specification, and testing. Otie overall aim is to 
advance a conceptual model of family adaptation vdiich provides a framework for 
the identification, definition, and eventual operationalization and 
measurement of conceptual danains for addressing the role of family factors in 
retention, readiness, and sense of coinunity. Such cono^Jtual clarification 
and modeling are precursor steps to the ejujirical ^aecif ication of testable 
models, rich with operational measures and testable researdi hypotheses which 
are re^x^nsive to project objectives. It is a critical first st^ in theory 
developnent and in the design of intervention strategies (Shehan, 1985) . 

As a precursor step, the proposed model provides important structure for 
directing the next phase of project activities, especially the design of the 
survey instruments for the field investigation. Hcwever, it is necessary to 
note that models themselves are always in process, continually being refined 
and v^xJated based upon theoretical and enpirical discoveries and 
develc^snents— both an inductive as well as a deductive process. As a 
consequence, the model prc^sosed should be viewed merely as a viorking 
framework. It undoubtably will be refined and updated as work on the project 
continues. With this in mind, several key activities are essential at this 
point. 

First, a decision must be made concerning which oonc^tual dccnains and 
subdimensions require enpirical specification. Given project objectives and 
the inherent constraints in the construction of the survey instruments (e.g., 
length and time parameters) , it is ijiportant to prioritize the relative 
importance of each conceptual dcsnain and their respective subdimensions for 
purposes of empirical measurement. Ihis decision must be made based on 
overall project objectives, and the utility of prc^josed conceptual 
subdimensions and paths in the model for guiding intervention strategies in 
support of Army service members and their families— a predictive rather than 
an explanatory model develc^snent and testing strategy. 

Second, a number of propositions have been logically derived based upon a 
theoretically deductive process for heuristic purposes only. However, the 
prc^xjsed direction and shape of these relationships between and among 
subdimensions in the model require enpiriccd justification. Of course, it is 
Icgical and more efficacious to conplete this step only after a decision is 
made about the priority of concepts and subdimensions in the model — ^presently 
a nonrecursive activity among project representatives being made on the basis 
of theoretical, enpirical, and practical grounds. With this process in mind, 
it is essential that propositions which are retained for further investigation 
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be enpirically grounded for purposes of deriving an enpiricalxy testable 
model, replete with operational vsuriables and hypotheses. 

Third, it is reconwended that a plan be developed for analyzing the data 
that will result fran the field survey. Ihe model prc:posed yields a n«ftofr of 
prroositions, some of which are specified as nonlinear and with conditicaiing 
or moderating effects. These cotplexities require a carefully ordiestrated 
data analysis plan, including preferred statistical tests and levels of 
significance aj^r^riate for large saitple sizes and weighed data. It also 
requires that decisions be nade about the unit of analysis (e.g, ijidividual or 
couple), control variables in the analysis (e.g., raoe/ethnic gra^? ^nder) 
and whether the total sawole will be used in the analysis or stratified for 
purposes of analysis (e.g. , officer, enlisted) . Of course, these decisirais 
depend upon the objectives of the data analysis. 
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